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REMARKS 

Claims 1 and 17 are objected to for nunor informalities, and Claims 7 and 23 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite. Claims 1, 12, 13, 
15, and 17 are rejected as anticipated by US. Patent No. 5,699,515 ("Beikema"), and 
claims 2 and 18 are rejected as obvious over Berkema in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,268,899 ("Brown"). Claims 3-5, 7, 19-21, and 23 are rejected as being obvious over 
Berkema in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,905,730 ("Yang") and U.S. Patent No. 5,991,295 
("Tout"). Claims 6 and 22 are rejected as obvious over Berkema in view of Yang, Tout, 
and Brown. 

Applicants* representative, Grace Law, conducted an interview with the Examiner 
on April 2, 2004. Applicants ^preciate the Examiner's helpful comments during the 
interview. The parties primarily discussed the proposed specification and claim 
amendments to overcome the rejections asserted by the Office. An agreement was 
reached with the Examiner that the proposed amendment of the specification does not 
constitute new matter and would be entered by the Examiner, In regard to the claims, 
although no agreement was reached at the interview, Applicants nevertheless submit 
arguments relating to Yang as discussed during the interview. Moreover, since the 
claims have been amended and in light of the interview with the Examiner, Applicants 
address only the ^plication of Yang in this response, because the rejections as they relate 
to the other references have changed with these amended claims and the Examiner's 
primary concern of the proposed claim amendments relates mainly to Yang. 

To expedite prosecution and in hght of the interview with the Examiner, 
Applicants cancel all the previously submitted claims and submit new claims 52 through 
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66- Applicants submit that the cited references, alone or combined, do not disclose or 
suggest the features of assigning a start tag to a received packet, the start tag based, at 
least in part, on a maximum ofz finish tag of a previously received packet^ wherein the 
finish tag is based^ at least in part, on a start tag of the previously received packet as 
recited in independent claims 52, 59, and 66. As recited in the claims, the finish tag of 
the previous packet is based on the start tag of that previous packet. However, the finish 
tag recited in the claims indicates a time that is different firom the virtual finish time 
disclosed in Yang, because the start tag of the recited claims is based on a previoxzsly 
received packet while the finish virtual time of Yang is based on a packet previously 
transmitted. In other words, the finish virtual time in Yang relates to a previously 
transmitted packet, while the finish tag recited in the claims relates to a previously 
received packet. Thus, Yang does not disclose a finish tag of a previously received 
packet. For all these reasons, Yang does not, among other things, disclose, teach, or 
suggest a packet being assigned with a start tag that is based, at least in part, on a 
maximum of a finish tag of a previously received packet, wherein the finish tag is based, 
at least in part, on a start tag of the previously received packet and transmitting the 
received packet based, at least in part, on the assigned start tag as recited in claims 52, 59, 
and 66, Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of independent 
claims 52, 59, and 66 be withdrawn. 

Furthermore, to the extent that the dependent claims 53-58 and 60-65 depend 
from independent claims 52 and 59, respectively, these dependent claims are patentable 
for at least the reasons set forth above with regard to their corresponding independent 
claims. Nevertheless, Applicants reserve the right to present further arguments in the 
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fixture with regard to the dependent claims in the event that the independent claims are 
found to be unpatentable. 

CONCLUSION 

The application is considered in good and proper form for allowance, and the 
Examiner is respectfully requested to pass this application to issue. If, in the opinion of 
the Examiner, a telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of the subject 
application, the Exatniner is invited to call the undersigned attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 







Jokfl- 


fi/Conk 


in. Registration No. 30,369 



One of the Attorneys for Applicants 
LEYDIG, VOrr & MAYER, LTD. 
Two Prudential Plaza, Suite 4900 
180 North Stetson 
Chicago, Illinois 60601-6780 
(312) 616-5600 (telephone) 
(312) 616-5700 (facsimile) 

Date: July 2, 2004 
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